
EXHIBIT A1 

FY2004-2005 USAC Decision on Appeal for 
Jackson Parish School District 



Universal Service Administrative Company 
%hooh & Libraries Division 

Administrator's Decision on Appeal - Funding Year 2004-2005 

December 30,2005 

Jennifer L. Richter 
Patton Boggs LLP 
2550 M Street, Northwest 
Washington, DC 20037 

Re: Applicant Name: JACKSON PARISH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Billed Entity Number: 139315 
Form 471 Application Number: 423981 
Funding Request Number(s): 1171008 
Your Correspondence Dated: August 15,2005 

After thorough review and investigation of all relevant facts, the Schools and Libraries 
Division (SLD) of the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) has made its 
decision in regard to your appeal of SLD's Funding Year 2004 Funding Commitment 
Decision Letter for the Application Number indicated above. This letter explains the 
basis of SLD's decision. The date of this letter begins the 60-day time period for 
appealing this decision to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). If your 
Letter of Appeal included more than one Application Number, please note that you will 
receive a separate letter for each application. 

Funding. Request Number(s1: 
Decision on Appeal: 
Explanation: 

1171008 
Denied 

0 You are appealing the SLD's decision of Gznying the funding request because 
similarities in Form 470s and in the submission of Form 470 certification pages 
amongst applicants using this service provider suggest service provider 
involvement in the competitive bidding process. You state that the SLD's internal 
guidelines for denying funding requests based upon a "pattern analysis" were not 
satisfied in the case of Jackson or Morehouse. You also state that over 60 funding 
requests made by Louisiana schooIs chose Nexus were funded. In closing the 
appeal, you affirm that the funding request should be approved on the basis stated 
above. 

0 Upon thorough review of the appeal letter and supporting documentation, it was 
determined that the SLD's decision to deny the funding request was correct. 
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Close examination of Jackson Parish School District’s documentation submitted 
by the school in response to SLD’s request displayed striking similarities in the 
submission of Form 470s and Form 470 certification pages, which indicates 
possible conflict of interest in the competitive bidding process. On appeal, you 
raised the issue that over 60 funding requests made by Louisiana schools chose 
Nexus were funded. Your funding request was denied because you referenced a 
FY2002-2003 Form 470, which had failed the pattern analysis for similarities in 
the Form 470 submission and Form 470 certification pages. You have failed to 
provide persuasive evidence on appeal that SLD erred in its initial review. 

SLD denied your funding request because it determined that similarities in the 
Form 470 provided to SLD among applicants associated with this vendor, indicate 
that the vendor was improperly involved in the competitive bidding and/or vendor 
selection process. In your appeal, you have not shown that SLD’s determination 
was incorrect. Consequently, SLD denies your appeal. 

FCC rules require applicants to submit an FCC Form 470 to USAC for posting on 
its web site. 47 C.F.R. 9 54.504(b). The FCC requires applicants to “submit a 
complete description of the services they seek so that it may be posted for 
competing service providers to evaluate.” Federal-State Joint Board on Universal 
Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Report and Order, FCC 97-157, ¶ 570 (rel. May 
8,  1997) (Universal Service Order). The FCC requires “the application to 
describe the services that the schools and libraries seek to purchase in sufficient 
detail to enable potential providers to formulate bids.” Id. ¶ 575. The Form 470 
warns applicants that “[slervice provider involvement with the preparation or 
certification of a Form 470 can taint the competitive bidding process and result in 
the denial of funding requests.” See Schools and Libraries Universal Service, 
Description of Services Requested and Certification Form 470, OMB 3060-0806 
(FCC Form 470). Once the applicant enters into an agreement@) with the 
service provider(s), the applicant submits an FCC Form 471 to SLD. 47 C.F.R. 8 
54.504(c). The FCC has stated that applicants cannot abdicate control over the 
application process to a service provider that is associated with the FCC Form 471 
for that applicant. Request for Review by Bethlehem Temple Christian School, 
Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, Changes to the Board of 
Directors of the National Exchange Carrier Association, Inc., CC Docket Nos. 
96-45,97-21, DA-01-852 ¶ 6 (rel. Apr. 6,2001). 

Pursuant to its authority to administer the Schools and Libraries Support 
Mechanism, SLD selects certain applicants for a Selective Review to ensure that 
they are following FCC rules relating to, among other things, the competitive 
bidding process. Applicants who are chosen for this review are sent the “E-Rate 
Selective Review Information Request.” As part of this request, applicants are 
asked to answer certain questions regarding their competitive bidding and vendor 
selection process. In particular, applicants are asked to: 

Please provide complete documentation indicating how and why you 
selected the service provider(s). This documentation should include a 
description of your evaluation process and the factors you used to 
determine the winning contract(s). 
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According to the Selective Review Information Request, the person authorized by 
the applicant to sign on the applicant's behalf, or the entity's authorized 
representative, is required to certify that the authorized signer prepared the 
responses to the Selective Review Information Request on behalf of the entity. 

If your appeal has been approved, but funding has been reduced or denied, you may 
appeal these decisions to either the SLD or the FCC. For appeals that have been denied 
in full, partially approved, dismissed, or canceled, you may file an appeal with the FCC. 
You should refer to CC Docket No. 02-6 on the first page of your appeal to the FCC. 
Your appeal must be received or postmarked within 60 days of the date on this letter. 
Failure to meet this requirement will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. If you 
are submitting your appeal via United States Postal Service, send to: FCC, Office of the 
Secretary, 445 12th Street SW, Washington, DC 20554. Further information and options 
for filing an appeal directly with the FCC can be found in the "Appeals Procedure" 
posted in the Reference Area of the SLD web site or by contacting the Client Service 
Bureau. We strongly recommend that you use the electronic filing options. 

We thank you for your continued support, patience and cooperation during the appeal 
process. 

Schools and Libraries Division 
Universal Service Administrative Company 

cc: Mike Staples 
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EXHIBIT A2 

FY2004-2005 USAC Decision on Appeal for 
MoYehouse Parish School District 



Universal Service, Administrative Company 
Schools & Libraries Division 

Administrator's Decision on Appeal - Funding Year 2004-2005 

December 30,2005 

Jennifer L. Richter 
Patton Boggs LLP 
2550 M Street, Northwest 
Washington, DC 20037 

Re: Applicant Name: MOREHOUSE PARISH SCHOOL DIST 
Billed Entity Number: 1393 12 
Form 47 1 Application Number: 409404 
Funding Request Number(s): 1122380 
Your Correspondence Dated: August 15,2005 

After thorough review and investigation of all relevant facts, the Schools and Libraries 
Division (SLD) of the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) has made its 
decision in regard to your appeal of SLD's Funding Year 2004 Funding Commitment 
Decision Letter for the Application Number indicated above. This letter explains the 
basis of SLD's decision. The date of this letter begins the 60-day time period for 
appealing this decision to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). If your 
Letter of Appeal included more than one Application Number, please note that you will 
receive a separate letter for each application. 

Funding Request Number(s1: 
Decision on Appeal: 
Explanation: 

1122380 
Denied 

0 You are appealing the SLD's decision of denying the funding request because the 
similarities in the Form 470 and in the submission of Form 470 certification pages 
amongst applicants using this service provider suggest service provider 
involvement in the competitive bidding process. You state that the SLD's internal 
guidelines for denying funding requests based upon a "pattern analysis" were not 
satisfied in the case of Jackson or Morehouse. In closing the appeal, you affirm 
that the funding request should be approved on the basis stated above. 

0 Upon thorough review of the appeal letter and supporting documentation, it was 
determined that the SLD's decision to deny the funding request was correct. 
Close examination of Morehouse Parish School District's documentation 
submitted by the school in response to SLD's request displayed striking 
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similarities to the submission of Forms 470 and pattern Form 470 certification 
pages, which indicates possible conflict of interest in the competitive bidding 
process. On appeal, you raised the issue that over 60 funding requests made by 
Louisiana schools that chose Nexus were funded. Your funding request was 
denied because Morehouse Parish School District referenced a FY2002-2003 
Form 470, which had failed the pattern analysis for similarities in the Form 470 
submission and Form 470 certification pages. You have failed to provide 
persuasive evidence on appeal that SLD erred in its initial review. 

SLD denied your funding request because it determined that similarities in the 
Form 470s provided to SLD among applicants associated with this vendor, 
indicate that the vendor was improperly involved in the competitive bidding 
and/or vendor selection process. In your appeal, you have not shown that SLD’s 
determination was incorrect. Consequently, SLD denies your appeal. 

FCC rules require applicants to submit an FCC Form 470 to USAC for posting on 
its web site. 47 C.F.R. 0 54.504(b). The FCC requires applicants to “submit a 
complete description of the services they seek so that it may be posted for 
competing service providers to evaluate.” Federal-State Joint Board on Universal 
Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Report and Order, FCC 97-157,9[ 570 (rel. May 
8, 1997) (Universal Service Order). The FCC requires “the application to 
describe the services that the schools and libraries seek to purchase in sufficient 
detail to enable potential providers to formulate bids.” Id. ¶ 575. The Form 470 
warns applicants that “[s]ervice provider involvement with the preparation or 
certification of a Form 470 can taint the competitive bidding process and result in 
the denial of funding requests.” See Schools and Libraries Universal Service, 
Description of Services Requested and Certification Form 470, OMB 3060-0806 
(FCC Form 470). Once the applicant enters into an agreement(s) with the 
service provider(s), the applicant submits an FCC Form 471 to SLD. 47 C.F.R. 0 
54.504(c). The FCC has stated that applicants cannot abdicate control over the 
application process to a service provider that is associated with the FCC Form 471 
for that applicant. Request for Review by Bethlehem Temple Christian School, 
Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, Changes to the Board of 
Directors of the National Exchange Carrier Association, Inc., CC Docket Nos. 
96-45,97-21, DA-01-852 1 6  (rel. Apr. 6,2001). 

0 Pursuant to its authority to administer the Schools and Libraries Support 
Mechanism, SLD selects certain applicants for a Selective Review to ensure that 
they are following FCC rules relating to, among other things, the competitive 
bidding process. Applicants who are chosen for this review are sent the “E-Rate 
Selective Review Information Request.” As part of this request, applicants are 
asked to answer certain questions regarding their competitive bidding and vendor 
selection process. In particular, applicants are asked to: 

Please provide complete documentation indicating how and why you 
selected the service provider(s). This documentation should include a 
description of your evaluation process and the factors you used to 
determine the winning contract(s). 
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According to the Selective Review Information Request, the person authorized by 
the applicant to sign on the applicant's behalf, or the entity's authorized 
representative, is required to certify that the authorized signer prepared the 
responses to the Selective Review Information Request on behalf of the entity. 

If your appeal has been approved, but funding has been reduced or denied, you may 
appeal these decisions to either the SLD or the FCC. For appeals that have been denied 
in full, partially approved, dismissed, or canceled, you may file an appeal with the FCC. 
You should refer to CC Docket No. 02-6 on the first page of your appeal to the FCC. 
Your appeal must be received or postmarked within 60 days of the date on this letter. 
Failure to meet this requirement will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. If you 
are submitting your appeal via United States Postal Service, send to: FCC, Office of the 
Secretary, 445 12th Street SW, Washington, DC 20554. Further information and options 
for filing an appeal directly with the FCC can be found in the "Appeals Procedure" 
posted in the Reference Area of the SLD web site or by contacting the Client Service 
Bureau. We strongly recommend that you use the electronic filing options. 

We thank you for your continued support, patience and cooperation during the appeal 
process. 

Schools and Libraries Division 
Universal Service Administrative Company 

cc: Rick Van Loon 
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EXHIBIT A3 

FY2004-2005 USAC Decision on Appeal for 
Fmnklin Academy 



P 

Universal Service Administrative Company 
Schools & Libraries Division 

Administrator's Decision on Appeal - Funding Year 2004-2005 

December 30,2005 

Jennifer L. Richter 
Patton Boggs LLP 
2550 M Street, Northwest 
Washington, DC 20037 

Re: Applicant Name: FRANKLIN ACADEMY 
Billed Entity Number: 81728 
Form 471 Application Number: 412894 
Funding Request Number(s): 1133118 
Your Correspondence Dated: August 15,2005 

After thorough review and investigation of all relevant facts, the Schools and Libraries 
Division (SLD) of the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) has made its 
decision in regard to your appeal of SLD's Funding Year 2004 Funding Commitment 
Decision Letter for the Application Number indicated above. This letter explains the 
basis of SLD's decision. The date of this letter begins the 60-day time period for 
appealing this decision to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). If your 
Letter of Appeal included more than one Application Number, please note that you will 
receive a separate letter for each application. 

Funding; Request Number(s1: 
Decision on Appeal: 
Explanation: 

1133118 
Denied 

0 You are appealing the SLD's decision of denying the funding request because 
there are similarities in Form 470 and in the submission of Forms 470s 
certification pages amongst applicants using this service provider suggest service 
provider involvement in the competitive bidding Process. You state that the 
SLD's internal guidelines for denying funding requests based upon a "pattern 
analysis" were not satisfied in case of Franklin Academy. You also state that over 
60 funding requests made by Louisiana schools chose Nexus were funded. In 
closing the appeal, you affirm that the funding request should be approved on the 
basis stated above. 

0 Upon thorough review of the appeal letter and supporting documentation, it was 
determined that the SLD's decision to deny the funding request was correct. 
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Close examination of Franklin Academy’s documentation submitted by the school 
in response to SLD’s request displayed striking similarities in the submission of 
Form 470s and Form 470 certification pages, which indicates possible conflict of 
interest in the competitive bidding process; On appeal, you raised the issue that 
over 60 funding requests made by Louisiana schools chose Nexus were funded. 
Your funding request was denied because Franklin Academy referenced a 
FY2003-2004 Form 470, which had failed the pattern analysis for similarities in 
the Form 470 submission and Form 470 certification pages. You have failed to 
provide persuasive evidence on appeal that SLD erred in its initial review. 

SLD denied your funding request because it determined that similarities in the 
Form 470s provided to SLD among applicants associated with this vendor, 
indicate that the vendor was improperly involved in the competitive bidding 
and/or vendor selection process. In your appeal, you have not shown that SLD’s 
determination was incorrect. Consequently, SLD denies your appeal. 

FCC rules require applicants to submit an FCC Form 470 to USAC for posting on 
its web site. 47 C.F.R. 0 54.504(b). The FCC requires applicants to “submit a 
complete description of the services they seek so that it may be posted for 
competing service providers to evaluate.” Federal-State Joint Board on Universal 
Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Report and Order, FCC 97-157, ¶ 570 (rel. May 
8, 1997) (Universal Service Order). The FCC requires “the application to 
describe the services that the schools and libraries seek to purchase in sufficient 
detail to enable potential providers to formulate bids.” Id. ¶ 575. The Form 470 
warns applicants that “[slervice provider involvement with the preparation or 
certification of a Form 470 can taint the competitive bidding process and result in 
the denial of funding requests.” See Schools and Libraries Universal Service, 
Description of Services Requested and Certification Form 470, OMB 3060-0806 
(FCC Form 470). Once the applicant enters into an agreement(s) with the 
service provider(s), the applicant submits an FCC Form 471 to SLD. 47 C.F.R. 0 
54.504(c). The FCC has stated that applicants cannot abdicate control over the 
application process to a service provider that is associated with the FCC Form 471 
for that applicant. Request for Review by Bethlehem Temple Christian School, 
Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Sewice, Changes to the Board of 
Directors of the National Exchange Carrier Association, Znc., CC Docket Nos. 
96-45,97-21, DA-01-852 1 6  (rel. Apr. 6,2001). 

0 Pursuant to its authority to administer the Schools and Libraries Support 
Mechanism, SLD selects certain applicants for a Selective Review to ensure that 
they are following FCC rules relating to, among other things, the competitive 
bidding process. Applicants who are chosen for this review are sent the “E-Rate 
Selective Review Information Request.” As part of this request, applicants are 
asked to answer certain questions regarding their competitive bidding and vendor 
selection process. In particular, applicants are asked to: 

Please provide complete documentation indicating how and why you 
selected the service provider( s). This documentation should include a 
description of your evaluation process and the factors you used to 
determine the winning contract(s). 
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According to the Selective Review Information Request, the person authorized by 
the applicant to sign on the applicant's behalf, or the entity's authorized 
representative, is required to certify that the authorized signer prepared the 
responses to the Selective Review Information Request on behalf of the entity. 

If your appeal has been approved, but funding has been reduced or denied, you may 
appeal these decisions to either the SLD or the FCC. For appeals that have been denied 
in full, partially approved, dismissed, or canceled, you may file an appeal with the FCC. 
You should refer to CC Docket No. 02-6 on the first page of your appeal to the FCC. 
Your appeal must be received or postmarked within 60 days of the date on this letter. 
Failure to meet this requirement will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. If you 
are submitting your appeal via United States Postal Service, send to: FCC, Office of the 
Secretary, 445 12th Street SW, Washington, DC 20554. Further information and options 
for filing an appeal directly with the FCC can be found in the "Appeals Procedure" 
posted in the Reference Area of the SLD web site or by contacting the Client Service 
Bureau. We strongly recommend that you use the electronic filing options. 

We thank you for your continued support, patience and cooperation during the appeal 
process. 

Schools and Libraries Division 
Universal Service Administrative Company 

cc: Cynthia Roberson 
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EXHIBIT B1 

FY2004-2005 SLD Funding Commitment Decision 
Letter for Jackson Parish School District 



FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT 

Service Provider Identification Number : 143027251 
.- Service Provider Name: Nexus Systems, Inc 

DISTRICT 

Fundin Request Number: 1171008 
Form 4% Application Number: 423981 
Form 470 A plication Number. 181630000366888 
Name of 47P Applicant : JACKSON PARISH SCHOOL 
Appllcant Street Address: 315 PERSHIMG HWY 
Applicant Cit : JONESBORO 
Appl+cant Staxe. LA 
Ap licant Zip: 91251 
Entity Number: 139315 
Name of Contact Person: Mike Staples 
Preferred Mode of Contact: FAX 
Contact Information- 318) 259-2527 
Fund+ng Year: 2004 (04/01/2004 - 06/30/2005) 
Funding Status: Not Funded 
Contract Number: SEND2002-13 

Date : 11/13/2001 

Applicant Letter Date: 06/14/2005 

.A 
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EXHIBIT B2 

FY2004-2005 SLD Funding Commitment Decision 
Letter for Morehouse Parish School District 



FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT 
.- 

I -  

Service Provider Name: Nexus Systems, Inc 
Service Provider Identification Number : 143027251 
Fundin Request Number: 1122380 
Form 4% Application Number : 409404 
Form 470 A plication Number. 480570000367503 
Name of 471) Applicant: MOREHOUSE PARISH SCHOOL 
Appllcant Street Address: 714 S WASHINGTON ST 
Applicant Cit - BASTROP 
Appllcant Staxe - LA 
AP licant zip: 91220 
Enfity Number: 139312 
Name of Contact Person: Rick van Loon 
Preferred Mode of Contact- FAX 
Contact Information. 318j 281-1888 
Funding Year: 2004 (0$/01/2004 - 06/30/2005) 
Funding Status: Not Funded 
Contract Number: SEND2002-19 
Services Ordered: Internet Access 

Date : 11/0 

Applicant Letter Date: 06/14/2005 

DIST 

7/2001 

F 
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EXHIBIT B3 

FY2004-2005 SLD Funding Codtxnent Decision 
Letter for Fmnklin Academy 



FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT 
Service Provider Name: Nexus Systems, fnc 
Service Provider Identification Number : 143027251 
Fundin Request Number: 1133118 
Form 4% Applicatlon Number: 412894 
Form 470 A plication Number. 846490000434433 
Name of 47f Applicant: FRANKLIN ACADEMY 
Applicant Street Address. 2110 LOOP RD 
Applicant Cit WINNSBORO 
Applicant Stare - LA 
Ap licant Zip: 91295-3318 
Enfity Number: 81728 
Name of Contact Person: Cynthia Roberson 
Preferred Mode o f  Contact: EMAIL 
Contact Information. c nthiarCnls.kl2.la.u~ 
Funding Year: 2004 i07701/2004 - 06/30/2005) 
Funding Status: Not Funded 
Contract Number: SEND2003-550001FA-1 

Date : 12/20/2002 

Applicant Letter Date: 06/14/2005 

I- 

FCDL/Schools and Libraries Division/USAC Page 16 of 64 
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EXHIBIT C1 

FY2004-2005 Consolidated Appeal to USAC of SLD 
Funding Commitment Decision Letters for Jackson 
Parish School Disbkt and Morehouse Parish School 

District 



Nexus Systems, Inc. 
2904 Evangeline Street 

Mome,LA 71201 
(318) 651-8282 

August 15,2005 

Consolidated Letter of Appeal 
Schools & Libraries Division 
Box 125 - Correspondence Unit 
80 South Jefferson Road 
wh;ppany, NJ 07981 

Re: Consolidated Letter of Appeal 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

This Consolidated Letter of Appeal (“Appeal”) is filed by Nexus Systems, Inc. (“Nexus”) with 
respect to two separate denials by the Schools and Libraries Division (“SLD”) of funding requests for 
the 2004-2005 funding year made by Jackson Parish School District (“Jackson”) and Morehouse Parish 
School District (“Morehouseyy).l These appeals are consolidated because the funding requests were 
denied for the identical reason. In addition, the reason for the denials suggests that there are similarities 
between the f u n k  requests for Jackson and Morehouse which must be examined in order to 
determine whether the similarities evidence impermissible involvement by Nexus in the competitive 
bid* process for both schools. Pertinent information related to this Appeal is as follows: 

Contact Information: 
Name: 
Address : 
Telephone number: 318-340-0750 

Email Address: mstevea nexussYstems.net 

Mark Stevenson, Nexus Systems, Inc. 
2904 Evangeline Street, Monroe, LA 71201 

Fax Number: 318-340-0580 

Relevant SLD Decisions forJackson and Morehouse: 

Date of Funding Commitment Reports: 6/  14/2005 
Billed Entity Name: Jackson More house 
Funding Request Number: 1171008 1122380 
Form 471 Application Number: 423981 409404 
Billed Entity Number: 1393 15 139312 

Funding Year: 2004-2005 

1 Since the filing deadline, August 13*, fell on a Saturday, this Appeal is timely filed on the next available business 
day, August 15th. 

http://nexussYstems.net


Schools & Libraries Division 
August 15,2005 
Page 2 

Relevant Decision Language: “Similarities in Forms 470s and in the submission of Forms 470s 
certification pages amongst applicants using this service provider suggest 
service provider involvement in the competitive bidding process.” (The 
decisions are attached hereto as Exhibit A) 

The denial rationale quoted above does not provide Nexus or the schools with meaningful 
information about the nature of the similarities the SLD found troubhg, or the identity of other 
applicants whose applications contained the same “similarities.” Such information is necessary for 
Nexus and the schools to effectively respond to these f u n k  denials. Nexus can surmise that since 
the Jackson and Morehouse applications were the only applications associated with Nexus for 2004 that 
were denied based upon “similarities,” that these are the applications to which the SLD refers? 

Although the SLD fails to make this clear, it appears it denied the Jackson and Morehouse 
funding requests for 2004-2005 because both applications involve continuation contracts with Nexus 
from prior funding yean during which “similarities” in Form 470 applications led to funding denials for 
several Louisiana schools. For purposes of this Appeal, therefore, Nexus assumes the Jackson and 
Morehouse funding requests for 2004-2005 were denied for the following “similarities” which are 
identical to similarities the staff found troubling in prior years: (1) the Form 470 school identifiers; (2) 
the descriptions for some of the requested services; and (3) minimal mahng assistance provided by the 
predecessor of Nexus, SEND Technologies (“SEND”), during the 2002 funding year. 

I. INTRODUCTION. 

Presuming Nexus is correct about the similarities that led to the Jackson and Morehouse 
denials, the SLD should g m t  this Appeal because its decisions denying Jackson and Morehouse 
funding for the 2004-2005 funding year were the result of errors made by the SLD in its initial review 
of the relevant applications which were, perhaps, precipitated by incorrect assumptions about the 
import of certain “similarities” about which the SLD did not seek clanfymg information. Indeed, a 
recent, positive information exchange between Nexus and the SLD regarding two of the three 
similarities noted above (the Form 470 school identifiers and the descriptions of requested services), 
assuaged the SLD’s concerns and led to the grant of nearly every funding request for the 2004-2005 
funding year that was associated with Nexus? Nexus hopes a similar result can be achieved for Jackson 
and Morehouse through this Appeal. 

2 The funding request of Franklin Academywas also denied for 2004, but the facts related to that denial are so 
dissimilar to the facts associated with the Jackson and Morehouse denials that an appeal of the Franklin decision is being 
made separately. 

service provider were initially held for processing due to concern over “similarities.” However, nearly all of these 
3 Over 60 applications for e-rate f u n k  for 2004 filed by Louisiana schools naming Nexus / SEND as their 



Schools & Libraries Division 
August 15,2005 
Page 3 

This Appeal should be granted for the following reasons: (I) The perceived “similarities” do 
not si& that Nexus was improperly involved in the schools’ competitive bidding process; (2) It 
appears that the SLD’s internal guidelines for denying funding requests based upon a “pattern analysis” 
were not satisfied in the case of Jackson or Morehouse; and (3) The actions of Jackson and Morehouse, 
and of Nexus / Send, did not contravene applicable guidelines for the content of applications or 
permissible service provider involvement. 

Before addressing the foregoing arguments, it is worth noting and a matter of public record that 
Morehouse engaged in a formal RFP process for funding years 2002-2004. Morehouse had no 
knowledge of any potential application deficiencies from 2002 that could impact its 2003 or 2004 
funding requests because the SLD delayed consideration of funding requests for several Louisiana 
schools, including Morehouse and Jackson, for two years during which a rigorous selective review 
process was undertaken. Thus, Morehouse relied on its prior RFP process and did not reconsider bids 
for subsequent funding years. Although Jackson could have simply taken advantage of its continuation 
contract with Nexus / SEND for the 2004-2005 funding year, it entertained multiple additional 
competitive bids for the funding year, and only decided to continue its contract with Nexus after Nexus 
was again found to be the best choice for Jackson. (See the letter attached hereto as Exhibit B from 
Jackson explaining their competitive bid% process:) Due to SLD processing delays, and the length 
of the selective review process, Jackson also had no knowledge of perceived application deficiencies 
from the 2002 funding year that could negatively impact grant in subsequent years. 

11. THE PERCEIVED “SIMILARITIES” DO NOT SIGNIFY THAT NEXUS WAS 
IMPROPERLY INVOLVED IN THE SCHOOLS’ COMPETITIVE BIDDING 
PROCESS. 

Again, assuming that Nexus is correct about the nature of the alleged similarities that led to the 
funding denials for Morehouse and Jackson, such similarities can be easily explained and the factual 
underpinnings do not indicate that there was impermissible service provider involvement by Nexus or 
its predecessor SEND that tainted the competitive bidding process. 

applications were granted after the SLD was provided with clanfylng information about the similarities. We believe the 
funding requests of Jackson, Morehouse and the Franklin Academy should have been similarly granted. 

Most criticdy, Jackson says the following in its Exhibit B letter: “For Year 2004, we considered other vendor 
quotes (see attached quotations) since we were not sure what was causing our applications to be held for two years. After 
considering multiple new offerings, we determined the existing contract with Send/Nexus was still the best decisions for the 
district, so we left the contract in place as we had no reason to issue a new contract. The Year 2004 application was 
therefore filed under the Year 2002 Form 470. The Year 2004 application was then denied based on the “similarities in 
Forms 470” determination of the Year 2002 Form 470. The district did everydung possible to make the correct decision in 
the original contract and performed due diligence for two years to veritythe process. If the SLD had informed the district 
of any question during the two year period, the district could have simply signed a new contract based on the new Form 470 
and new quotes. We do not k now how we could have done anydung better under the circumstances.” 
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k Form 470 Identifien. The Form 470 identifiers used by Jackson and Morehouse are 
the school district numbers assigned to the schools by the state and are not connected with Nexus in 
any way. The Form 470 identifier is a label placed on the Form 470 that is chosen solely by the 
applicant to help the applicant identlfythe Form 470 at some later date. Morehouse, Jackson and other 
Louisiana schools apparently use their school district numbers assigned by the State of Louisiana as 
their Form 470 identifier. The chart attached hereto as Exhibit C lists the school district numbes 
assigned by the state. The chart demonstrates that any similarities in the identifiers are the result of the 
schools’ use of their state assigned numbers, not involvement by the service provider, Nexus. 

B. Sewice Desciptions. Any perceived similarities in service descriptions between 
Jackson’s and Morehouse’s applications also fail to demonstrate that Nexus was impermissibly involved 
in the competitive biddmg process. Jackson and Morehouse each requested Internet Access service, 
which is not unusual. But the amount of services requested by each school varies according to their 
individual needs and technology plans. Morehouse has 15 schools and a central routing office; Jackson 
has 7 schools and a central office. Morehouse requested more than $104,000 in funding; Jackson 
requested slightly more than $60,000 in fundmg. The breadth of service requested by each school 
varied according to their individual needs. Clearly, no impermissible service provider involvement is 
implicated. 

C Mailing. The final similarity noted in prior funding years is: “Form 470 certification 
page submission by Mark Stevenson.” Mark Stevenson is the president of Nexus / SEND. This 
characterization is somewhat misleading. Mark Stevenson did not “submit” Form 470 certification 
pages for Jackson or Morehouse or any other school in any funding year. Each school prepared its 
own application online, and signed and submitted its own certification page for the SLD’s 
consideration. Because timely delivery of regular mail is not guaranteed, and loss of a Form 470 
certification would preclude receiving any E-rate support, overnight delivery is preferred so that 
mailings can be tracked. In order to use an overnight delivery service, many Louisiana schools are 
required to submit and receive approval for a purchase order even though the cost of an overnight 
package is uk minim ($16.00). Thus, only for the 2002-2003 funding year, SEND offered overnight 
m a h g  assistance for the alreadycompleted form 470 Certifications? 

Neither the schools, nor SEND believed that offering minimal mailing assistance could be 
construed as improper service provider involvement and a competitive bidding violation, especially in 
light of the ab minimis cost of overnight delivery. In addition, the minimal mailing assistance did not 
impact the competitive bidding process. Each school sought competitive bids by posting its Form 470 
on the SLD website as required by FCC and Program rules, and based upon the bids various vendors 
submitted, some schools chose Nexus / SEND, some chose Nexus / SEND and other providers for 
different services, and some chose providers other than Nexus / SEND. Providing minimal mailing 

5 In some cases the schools may have mailed their certifications to USAC themselves, but used SEND’S FedEx 
account to do so. 
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assistance clearly did not corrupt the competitive bid+ process or the independence of the schools in 
choosing service providers, nor did it violate any of the FCCs or the Program’s competitive bidding 
rules. In addition, the fact that the SLD might perceive this assistance from 2002 as problematic was 
not known to Jackson or Morehouse before their 2003 and 2004 funding requests were due. Thus the 
schools had no reason to believe that submission of new Form 470s might be desirable or necessary 
from the SLD’s perspective. 

It appears the SLD incorrectly assumed that the three similarities discussed above “suggest” the 
involvement of Nexus (or SEND) in the competitive bidding process of Jackson and Morehouse in 
violation of FCC and Program rules. However, the factual underpinnings of the three assumed 
“similarities” demonstrate that all are easily explained, and with the exception of one (minimal ma% 
assistance), are not related to any service provider. Furthermore, none of the similarities s& that 
any service provider was impermissibly involved in the competitive bidding process. The SLD 
apparently found no evidence to support its claim of impermissible service provider involvement 
through the two-year selective review process. The SLD has not cited any d proof of impermissible 
service provider involvement in preparation of the Jackson and Morehouse applications or in the 
competitive bidding process undertaken by either school. An unproved “suggestion” of involvement 
based upon easily explained similarities does not justky denying the schools’ applications for needed 
fedeml funds. 

111. IT APPEARS THE SLDS INTERNAL GUIDELINES FOR DENYING FUNDING 
REQUESTS BASED UPON A “PATTERN ANALYSIS” WERE NOT SATISFIED IN 
THE CASE OF JACKSON OR MOREHOUSE. 

Until recently, the SLD had not asked Nexus or the Louisiana schools, including Morehouse 
and Jackson, to explain the reason for certain “similarities” on their applications (including the school 
identifiers used on the application forms and the service descriptions). Thus, the schools were only 
able to explain why the similarities do not slgnrfy rule violations to the Federal Communications 
Commission on appeal. However, a new openness at the SLD recentlyfacilitated a discussion about 
these similarities with Nexus and an exchange of information. SLD staff generally refer to denials 
based upon “similarities” as denials based upon a “pattern analysis,” and they advise that there must be 
a number of ‘csimilarities” among a group of applications before funding requests are denied. A single 
sirnilariy across applications would not result in SLD denial based upon a “pattern analysis.” 

On March 22,2005, counsel for SendNexus met with SLD staff to discuss why processing of 
over 60 funding requests for 2004 for Louisiana schools naming Nexus / SEND as their service 
provider were delayed. SLD staff, who have made great strides in making the e-rate application process 
more transparent, shared that the 2004 applications in question were being held because a “pattern 
analysis” indicated there could be impermissible service provider involvement by Nexus / SEND. Two 
of the three “similarities” which the staff found troubling in 2004 were identical to two of the three 
“similarities” that resulted in funding denials for many of the same Louisiana schools in 2002 and 2003. 
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The two “similarities” were: (1) The Form 470 school identifiers (label numbers) used by the schools; 
and (2) ‘The words used to describe the services requested bythe schools. Appeals filed with the FCC 
over the past two yean addressed and explained these “similarities,” but SLD staff remained generally 
unaware that the similarities were easily explained and do not slgt l l fy impermissible service provider 
involvement. As a result, SLD staff continued to focus on these same two “similarities” as part of a 
pattern analysis for the 2004 funding year and withheld action on over 60 funding requests, including 
the Morehouse and Jackson funding requests. 

Following the March 22,2005 meeting, counsel for SendNexus supplied SLD staff with proof 
that the school identifiers on the Form 470 applications are the school district numbers assigned bythe 
state, and that the services requested by each school were tailored to each school’s individual needs and 
were not similar. After consideration of the materials presented, SLD staff were no longer concerned 
with the two “similarities” and, left with just one other potential similarity among the 2004 applications, 
the SLD removed the processing hold. The SLD acknowledged that one similarity among the 
applications was not enough to delay or deny the funding requests due to a “pattern analysis.” More 
than 60 funding requests that were pending for Louisiana schools naming Nexus / SEND as their 
service provider for 2004 were granted. The Morehouse and Jackson funding requests (and the funding 
request for FranMin Academ);) were inexplicably denied. 

Since it seems that two of the three “similarities” with which the SLD might be concerned 
regarding the Jackson and Morehouse 2004 funding requests are identical to two of the similarities the 
SLD resolved with respect to over 60 other applications for 2004 (i.e., school identifiers and service 
descriptions), there may be just one other potential similarity for the Bureau to consider - the mailing 
assistance provided in 2002 (this is an assumption based upon denials in prior years). However, one 
potential similarity among the applications should not amount to a “pattern” under the SLD’s internal 
guidelines and thus the Jackson and Morehouse funding denials should be reversed. Based on recent 
events, it is reasonable to surmise that if Jackson and Morehouse had been given the opportunity to 
explain the “similarities,” their funding requests for 2004 would not have been denied and, thus, this 
Appeal should be granted. 

IV. THE ACTIONS OF JACKSON AND MOREHOUSE, AND OF NEXUS / SEND, 
DID NOT CONTRAVENE APPLICABLE GUIDELINES FOR THE CONTENT 
OF APPLICATIONS OR PERMISSIBLE SERVICE PROVIDER INVOLVEMENT. 

The SLD describes on its website what role a service provider can take without violating the 
FCC‘s and the SLD’s competitive bidding rules! For example, the SLD explains that service providers 
can communicate with an applicant so long as such communication is neutral and does not taint the 
competitive bidding process. A service provider can provide basic information regarding the E-rate 

6 USAC, “Service Provider Manual, Chapter 5 - Service Provider Role in Assisting CuStomerS,n available at 
htt~://www.sl.univerakenvice.o~/vendor/mdchapter5.asp. 
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Program to an applicant, and can assist with an applicant’s RFP’s so long as the assistance is neutral. A 
service provider also can provide an applicant with technical assistance on the development of a 
technology plan, including information regarding products and services that are being furnished to the 
applicant. 

The SLD explains on its website that a service provider a m  (1) sign a Form 470 or 471 for an 
applicant; (2) be listed as a contact person on a Form 470; (3) act as a technology plan approver for an 
applicant; (4) prepare RFP’s for an applicant; (5) provide or waive funding for an applicant’s 
undiscounted portion of equipment and services obtained through the E-rate Program (6) coerce or 
pressure an applicant to use a specific service provider, and (7) interfere with or obstruct an applicant’s 
competitive biddmg process.7 The SLD has not alleged that Nexus engaged in any of the foregoing 
prohibited conduct. 

Easily explained similarities between the Jackson and Morehouse applications for the 2004-2005 
funding year do not justlfy a finding that Nexus was improperly involved in the competitive bid% 
process. In Yih E-rate Program applicants submitted “cahon copy” Form 470s that listed every 
service or product eligible for discounts.8 Although the FCC concluded that such comprehensive lists 
did not comport with the competitive biddmg requirements under the E-rate Program,’ it noted that 
applicants mayvalidlyhave the same or similar filings.” Jackson and Morehouse did not submit carbon 
copy applications. The fact that they both requested Internet access service, used their state-assigned 
school district identifiers on their Form 470s, and accepted minimal mailing assistance for their Form 
470s three years ago does not violate any relevant Program rules. The mere existence of similarities 
across Form 470 applications does not per se equate to improper service provider involvement and a 
competitive bidding violation. There was no improper service provider involvement in the present 
case. Nexus and the schools complied with all known rules and guidance regarding competitive biddmg 
for the services they sought and the SLD has not provided evidence of any actual rule violations. 

The FCC in Y i h  explicitly recognized that there are valid reasons why similarities may exist 
across Form 470 applications. By assUrning the opposite, the SLD seems to create a new policy - ie, 
that perceived similarities across Form 470s, even without actual proof of impermissible service 
provider involvement, indicate per se violations of the competitive bidding rules and jus* denial of E- 
rate funding requests. The SLD is not empowered to make this policy, interpret any unclear rule 

7 Id 
8 RqutstforReziereoft.kDeaji0noft.k UmmdSer&A&nisbiiby r s l e t I m S & f i &  ElPasq Tscas, 

CCDocket Nos. 96-45,97-21, FCCNo. 03-313,7 30, n. 90 (Dec. 8,2003) (“fib''). 
9 Id 7726-37. 

10Id 730. 
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promulgated by the FCC, or create the equivalent of new Program guidelines.” In addition, such a 
policy leads to absurd and unintended results when funding requests are denied based upon nothing 
more than similarities among applications. Such similarities are not tantamount to impermissible 
service provider involvement or violations of the competitive bidding rules. The SLD subjected 
Jackson and Morehouse to a rigorous and lengthy selective review process and received information 
from each school about how it completed its applications and undertook competitive bidding for the 
services it sought. The SLD did not learn, nor has it alleged, any specific facts that indicate that there 
was, in fdd; impermissible service provider involvement. They have only alleged an unproved inference 
or “suggestion” of such involvement based upon perceived similarities among applications. An 
inference or a “suggestion” of service provider involvement is not enough justification to deny 
applications for needed federal funds. 

V. CONCLUSION. 

In view of the foregoing, Nexus urges the SLD to grant this Appeal and fund the 2004-2005 
funding requests of Morehouse and Jackson. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Mark Stevenson 
Mark Stevenson 

11 Se 47 CF.R S 54.702(c); Ch- to the Bmd $D~XXIIPS $the Nat’l EX&* Czznief Ass%, Ix, 13 FCC Red 
25058,25066-67 (1998). 



EXHIBIT C2 

FY2004-2005 Appeal to USAC of SLD Funding 
Commitment Decision Letter for Franklin Academy 



Nexus Systems, Inc. 
2904 Evangeline StYeet 

Mome,LA 73201 
(3 18) 65 1- 8282 

August 15,2005 

Letter of Appeal 
Schools & Libraries Division 
Box 125 - Correspondence Unit 
80 South Jefferson Road 
m p p a n y ,  NJ 07981 

Re: Letter of Appeal 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

This Letter of Appeal (“Appeal”) is filed by Nexus Systems, Inc. (“Nexus”) with respect to a 
denial by the Schools and Libraries Division (“SLD”) of a funding request for the 2004-2005 funding 
year made by Franklin Academy (“Franklin”).’ The SLD has suggested that unspecified “similarities” 
between the Franklin application and applications of unspecified other schools evidence impermissible 
involvement by Nexus in the competitive bidding process. The SLD’s denial was in error. Pertinent 
information related to this Appeal is as follows: 

Contact Information: 
Name: 
Address : 
Telephone number: 3 18-340-0750 

Email Address: mstevea nexussvstems.net 

Mark Stevenson, Nexus Systems, Inc. 
2904 Evangeline Street, Monroe, LA 71201 

Fax Number: 318-340-0580 

Relevant SLD De& ion: 
Funding Year: 
Date of Funding CommiUnent Reports: 
Billed Entity Name: 
Funding Request Number: 
Form 471 Application Number: 
Billed Entity Number: 

2004-2005 
6 /  14/2005 
Franklin Academy 
11331 18 
412894 
81728 

1 Since the filing deadline, August 13*, fell on a Saturday, this Appeal is timely filed on the next available business 
day, August 15th. 

http://nexussvstems.net
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Relevant Decision Language: “ S d r i t i e s  in Forms 470s and in the submission of Forms 470s 
certification pages amongst applicants using this service provider suggest 
service provider involvement in the competitive bidding process.” (The 
decision is attached hereto as Exhibit A) 

‘The denial rationale quoted above does not provide Nexus or Franklin with meaningful 
information about the nature of the similarities the SLD found troubling, or the identity of other 
applicants whose applications contained the same “similarities.” Such information is necessary to 
effectively respond to the f u n k  denial. 

It is important to note, however, that Nexus believes the SLD’s decision with respect to 
Franklin was simply in error as no other similarly situated Louisiana school that chose Nexus as their 
service provider for 2004 was denied funding for 2004 based upon similarities. In fact, as discussed in 
further detail below, processing of over 60 f u n d q  requests made by Louisiana schools who chose 
Nexus were initially delayed based upon concerns by SLD staff about “similarities,” but after cladjmg 
information was provided to the SLD, all of the fundmg requests were granted except for Franklin 
Academy, Jackson Parish School District (“Jackson”) and Morehouse Parish School District 
(“ Morehouse”). 

The funding requests of Jackson and Morehouse for 2004 were denied for “similarities” (the 
denials were appealed), but their fact pattern is entirely different from F&s fact pattern. Jackson 
and Morehouse sought funding in 2004 based upon continuation contracts from 2002 that were denied 
based upon “similarities” in Form 470 applications from that year that led to funding denials for several 
Louisiana schools. Those denials are on appeal to the FCC. Franklin’s continuation contract does not 
relate back to its Form 470 from 2002. Franklin initiated a new competitive process in 2003 and 
implemented a new contract for Internet access services in 2003 and filed a new Form 470 application. 
Franklin’s funding request for the 2003-2004 funding year was granted -- it was not denied based upon 
“similarities.” Thus, Franklin’s funding request for 2004, which is a continuation contract from 2003, 
should not have been denied based upon “similarities” or a “pattern analysis.” 

The SLD should grant this Appeal because its decision denying Franklin funding for the 2004- 
2005 funding year was simply in error. With the exception of the Jackson and Morehouse applications 
referenced above, every other funding request by schools who chose Nexus as their service provider for 
2004 were granted. 

Until recently, the SLD had not asked Nexus or the Louisiana schools, including Franklin, to 
explain the reason for certain “similarities” among their applications (includmg the school identifiers 
used on the application forms and the service descriptions). Thus, the schools were only able to 
explain why the similarities do not s& rule violations to the Federal Communications Commission 
on appeal. However, a new openness at the SLD recently facilitated a discussion about these 
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similarities with Nexus and an exchange of information. SLD staff generally refer to denials based 
upon “similarities” as denials based upon a “pattern analysis,” and they advise that there must be a 
number of “similarities” among a group of applications before funding requests are denied. A single 
similarity across applications would not result in SLD denial based upon a “pattern analysis.” 

On March 22,2005, counsel for Nexus met with SLD staff to discuss why processing of over 
60 funding requests for 2004 for Louisiana schools naming Nexus as their service provider, including 
Franklin’s funding request, were delayed. SLD staff, who have made great strides in making the e-rate 
application process more transparent, shared that the 2004 applications in question were being held 
because a “pattern analysis” indicated there could be impermissible service provider involvement by 
Nexus. Two of the three “similarities” which the staff found troubling in 2004 were identical to two of 
the three “similarities” that resulted in funding denials for many of the same Louisiana schools in 2002 
and 2003. The two “similarities” were: (1) The Form 470 school identifiers (label numbers) used by the 
schools; and (2) The words used to describe the services requested by the schools. Appeals filed with 
the FCC over the past two years addressed and explained these “similarities,” but SLD staff remained 
generally unaware that the similarities were easily explained and do not s& impermissible service 
provider involvement. As a result, SLD staff continued to focus on these same two “similarities” as 
part of a pattern analysis for the 2004 funding year and withheld action on over 60 funding requests, 
including the Franklin funding requests. 

Following the March 22,2005 meetiig, counsel for Nexus supplied SLD staff with proof that 
the school identifiers on most of the Form 470 applications are the school district numbers assigned by 
the state, and that the services requested by each school were tailored to each school’s individual needs 
and were not similar. After consideration of the materials presented, SLD staff were no longer 
concerned with the two “similarities” and, left with just one other potential similarity among the 2004 
applications, the SLD removed the processing hold. The SLD acknowledged that one similariv among 
the applications was not enough to delay or denythe f u n k  requests due to a “pattern analysis.” 
More than 60 funding requests that were pending for Louisiana schools naming Nexus as their service 
provider for 2004 were granted. The Franklin funding request was inexplicably denied. 

As discussed above, the following are the “similarities” the SLD staff found troubling in prior 
years relating to Louisiana schools: (1) the Form 470 school identifiers; (2) the descriptions for some of 
the requested services; and (3) minimal mailing assistance provided bythe predecessor of Nexus, 
SEND Technologies (“SEND”), during the 2002 funding year. None of these similarities are present 
in the Franklin application for 2004. 

Unlike other Louisiana schools who used their state-assigned school district number as their 
label number, Franklin used a number, 1022202, that bares no similarity to the numbers used by any 
other school and no relationship to it service provider, Nexus / SEND. In addition, any perceived 
similarity between the service description used by Franklm in its application, and the service description 
used by any other school in its 2004 application, also fails to demonstrate that Nexus was impermissibly 
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involved in the competitive bidding process. Like Jackson and Morehouse, Franklin requested Internet 
access service, which is not unusual, but the amount of services requested by each school vaned 
according to its individual needs and technologyplans. Morehouse has 15 schools and a central routing 
office; Jackson has 7 schools and a central office; Franklin is a private academywith one site. 
Morehouse requested more than $104,000 in funding; Jackson requested slightly more than $60,000 in 
fun+ Franklin requested $9,000. The breadth of service requested by each school varied according 
to its individuals needs. Clearly, no impermissible service provider involvement is implicated. The final 
similarity related to Form 470 ma% assistance provided to some Louisiana schools in 2002 is entirely 
inapplicable to Franklin. The relevant Form 470 for Franklin, as referenced in its 2004 funding request, 
was for funding year 2003-2004, not 2002. 

Based on all of the foregoing, it is unclear what “similarities” have resulted in denial of the 
Franklin funding request. Frankh’s f u n k  for 2004 should have been granted when more than 60 
other funding requests naming Nexus / SEND as the service provider were granted earlier this year. 
There was no improper service provider involvement in the present case, nor has the SLD alleged any 
specific facts that indicate that there was, in fact, impermissible service provider involvement. They 
have only alleged an unproved inference or “suggestion” of such involvement based upon perceived 
similarities among applications, but in the case of Franklin there were NO such similarities. Even if 
there were, an inference or a “suggestion” of service provider involvement, with nothing more, is not 
enough justification to deny applications for needed federal funds. 

In view of the foregoing, Nexus urges the SLD to grant this Appeal and fund the 2004-2005 
funding request of Franklin. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Mark Stevenson 
Mark Stevenson 



EXHIBIT D 

List Of School District Numbers Used By Louisiana 
Schools As Their Form 470 Identifier 



FUNDING Y.EARS 2002 - 2004 FORMS ID “Similarities” 

Public Schools Pending Applications 

Year 2003 470 Form ID Year 2004 470 Form ID Year 2002 470 Form ID 

Caldwell Parish 
742270000366887 01 1 558810000434580 011 5588 10000434580 

100810000471698 
01 1 
calOl1 

Claiborne Parish 
9 14480000368 185 0 14 875560000484585 2003-04 3502 94 100000044 1 882 0 14-2003 

3909500004 14087 0203A 
DeSoto Parish 
585750000381 108 DPSB 2000-02 390950000414087 

15 1580000470658 
482760000481439 

0203A 

DPSB 470 #2 
DPSB 04-05 

Franklin Parish 
854600000366856 21000 5 74260000423 76 1 FP2003 470IATC 684820000472l26 FP200447001 

Jackson Parish 
18 1630000366888 025 181630000366888 025 

266860000434304 025 
18 1630000366888 
777870000468296 

025 
JACKSON470 

Morehouse Parish 
480570000367503 034 480570000367503 034 

601 7 100004 17985 0342002-06 
480570000367503 
21 9840000478991 

034 
0342003-7 

Richland Parish 
204880000367530 042 973530000430082 042rsg 754500000466441 042RP S B 04 

Webs ter Parish 
498780000367793 060 498780000367793 060 

987920000434557 060 
498780000367793 
45073000047321 0 

060 
060 

Winn Parish 
6883 10000389493 ERATE2001-1 602120000424923 470-2003-2004 602120000424923 470-2003-2004 



Year 2002 470 Form ID 

Briarfield Academy 

293450000366626 548001 

Claiborne Academy 
328840000368894 52900 1 

Franklin Academy 
469310000366712 550001 

Tensas Academy 
759280000369276 67500 1 

FUNDING YEARS 2002 - 2004 FORMS ID “Similarities” 

Private Schools Pending Applications 

Year 2003 470 Form ID Year 2004 470 

7 18 140000442043 54800 1 

No Application for 2003 

846490000434433 1022202 

76420000Q43 85 89 (blank) 

Form ID 

718140000442043 548001 
452460000479556 54800 1 Y2004 

72065000048308 1 CA8 1348 
328840000368894 529001 

846490000434433 1022202 
194180000481658 FA20034701 

764200000438589 (blank) 
18 1440000470985 TA0405 1 103 
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LA Public School Districts Superintendents 
Code District Superintendent MaUiag Address city Zip Code Phone Number Bnx Number 
001 

002 

003 

004 

WS 

006 

- 007 

008 

009 

010 

c 311 

012 - 013 

f 014 - 015 

-v 016 

017 

018 

019 

020 

c 021 

022 

John Bourqua 

Michael K. Doucct 

Robort 1. h m  

Earl Mulina 

bmld N. Mnyaa PhD 

Myrna L. C401cy 

William Bdu 

Kcnnotb N. Kruihof PhD 

ouia lga 

Manht, s h  

Dougbl ChnnCePhD 

Ida  w. Tbcriot 

R m l d  h f w a  

Jarnos hi 

Kary LaneiPhD 

Wall# C. Lee 

Clurlo~o Placide 

Voleria MJliiPM 

Robnt GahgaPhD 

hyfad 1. Fontenot 

Lurny IohnsonPhD 

Sheila Jackson 

P.O. Drawer 309 

P.O. Drawer C 

P.O. Box 1 A9 

4901 Kighway 308 

221 Tunica Drive Wsst 

P,O. Drawer 930 

P.O.Box418 

P.O. Box 2Mx) 

P.O. Box 32000 

P,O. Box BOO 

P.O. Box 1019 

P.O. Box 1548 

P.0, Box290 

P.O. Box 600 

P.O. Box 9x1 

201 Croeby Sticct 

P.O. Box 2950 

P.O. Box 7 E  

P.O. Box 397 

I I23 Te Mpmou Road 

7293 Prairie Road 

P.O. Box 208' 

70527.0309 

70655- 

7034641 89 

70390- 

71351- 

70634-0938 

7 1001.0418 

71WM000 

71130.2000 

70602-0800 

7141.8-1019 

7063 I- 

71340. 

7104M)600 

7 13734950 

71052- 

70821-2950 

712544792 

70122.0397 

70586 

7 129% 

71417-0208 

(337)783-3661 

937) 639-431 I 

(US) 473-7981 

(9B5) 369-725 I 

(31 8) 240.020 1 

037) 463-5551 

(311)263-9416 

01 8) 549-5000 

(318) 6034300 

(117) 491-1604 

(318) 649-2689 

(337) 77S.5784 

(318) 744-5721 

(31 8) 927-3502 

(318) 336.4226 

(318) 872-2836 

(225)922-5618 

(318) 559-2222 

(US) 683-3040 

(317)363-6651 

(318) 435-9046 

(318) 627-3274 

(337) 783-3761 

(337) 639-2346 

(225) m-aosa 
(985) 369-2530 

(318) 2534982 

(3394636735 

[318)20-3100 

(3 I 8) 54935004 

(318) 631-5241 

(337) 437-3293 

(318) 649.0636 

(337) 7756097 

(118) 744-9221 

(318) 927-9184 

(318) 3365.587s 

(318) 872-1324 

(225) 922-5499 

(3 18) fS9-3864 

(225) 683-3320 

(337) 363-8086 

(318) 435.3392 

(318) 627-5931 
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LA Public School Districts Superintendents 
Code Mrtrlct Superintendent Mailise: Ad&ess City Zip Code Phone Number Fax Number 
023 

024 - 021 

026 

027 

’ 028 

029 

’ 030 

L 031 

in2 - 0 3  - OM 

035 

036 

037 

038 

03 9 

040 

041 - M2 

043 

044 

Eugene N. Baudy Jr. P.O. BOX 200 New Ibcn’8 

Meain &R P.0, BOIL IS I Plqcndnu 

bry Black P.O. Box 705 Jonmbom 

Dime Rousrl PhD 501 Manbrttln Bouluvud Hmey 

T o m y  Lee smilh P.O. Box 640 J d g s  

J m  EutonlW P.O. Dnwcr 2158 LafayoUa 

Ernes1 Rtd P.O. BOX a i 9  ThhdaIK 

Cay L. McGuffee P.0, Dram 90 JClla 

Charta Saiber PhD 410 sourh Pmuvllls Street W o n  

wuml culth P.O. Box 1130 Livingson 

SMul DLrm P,O. Box 1620 nnm 
Richd Hanlcy P.0, Box 872 B-P 

NsEhllochcs E h d a  Murpby PhD 

AJlQooy & y o  3510 Gcncral DcGaullcIXivc Ncw Orkuu 

Robat Webba PbD P.O. Box 1642 M o m  

P.O. Box 16 

lamas C. Hoylc P.O. Box 70 Polt sulphur 

%GI R Rswls, lntaim Ph P.O. Draw 579 . N C W R o d r  

GuyLJoncs P.O. Box I230 AlexLndCir 

Kay J. bslcy P.O. Box 1369 C o ~ m  

Jotrn R Sartin P.O. Box 599 Rayvinc 

Domun Jackson P.O. Box 1079 MMY 

Dorib  Voider 200 East St Bemud Highway C b W  

7056240200 

70765-0151 

712516705 

70058495 

705464640 

70502.23 sa 

703024819 

713424090 

7127D-4699 

707544130 

712841620 

712214872 

7 1458-M)lL 

70114- 

712104642 

700836070 

707604579 

71309-1230 

71019.1369 

7 12694599 

71449-1079 

70043. 

(337) 365-2341 

(225) 687-4341 

(318)2594456 

(504) 349-7802 

(33r) 824-1834 

(337 23wm 
(985) 446563 I 

(318)992.2161 

pl8)2554430 

(ns) G8G;lW 

(318) nd-3616 

(33S)281.5784 

91 8)  352.2351 

(M4) 341-5702 

(31s) 388-2711 

(985) 564-2743 

(2.25) 638-8674 

(318) 4874888 

Ole) 932-4081 

01s) na-sw 
(3 18) 256-9l28 

(504) 301.2000 

(337)36549% 

(22s) 681-5408 

(J 18) 259-2527 

(504) 349.7960 

(337) 824.9737 

(337) 233-0977 

Q85) 446-0801 

(3 I 8) 992-8457 

(318) 255-3201 

(225) 68697604 

(318) 574.3667 

(3LS) 203456 

(318) 352.8138 

(SM) 3*R45 

(3 18) 338-5301 

(985) 564-3808 

(225) 638-3904 

(318)449-3190 

(318) 932-3081 

(318) 728.6366 

(318)256-0105 

(504) 101.2010 

L 



LA Public School Districts Superintendents 
Code DiatrSct Superintendent MPUng Address Zip Code Phone Number Fax Number 
ojs 

046 

* 047 

048 

049 

os0 

05 I 

os2 

053 

c O j 4  

os5 

L 056 

a57 

OS8 

059 

c 060 

061 

062 

Ob3 - 064 

065 

OM 

Rodney R. L s h  PhD 

J. Wapa Meadows 

P. edaard CNKicnnc Jr. 

Michacl K. Cobun 

h y  Momu 

E.R Valeria Haaga 

Donald Aguillard PbD 

0;lyls Slm 

Louis Joscph 

Cmol S. lotuson 

Ed Richard 

‘hly W & T ” D ~ ( l n t E h )  

Joscph D. Hew 

Cynthia GilleipicPhD 

Oay D. Fowlcr 

Wayne W. Williams Jr. 

David c m  
Jary L. Dorher 

Lloyd L Linhy Jr. 

Srcvc Banleu 

Jma A. Dupree PhD 

Jeny 0. Paynb 

13855 RivuJhd 

P,O, BOX 540 

P.0. Box 338 

P.O. DrawcrAL 

P.O. Box 3 10 

P.0. Box BS9 

P,O. Box 170 

P.O. Box 940 

59655 Puledton R d  

r.o.tm318 

P.O. Bm5097 

P.0, Box 308 

P.O. Dnwm s20 

201 &Ivicw Road 

P.O. Box 587 

P.O. Box 520 

3761 Rascdalt Road 

314 Eag Mbin Street 

P.Q. Box I910 

P.O. Dbx 430 

P.0.Box 4180 

P.O. Box 310 

70070. 

70441 -0540 

7W714338 

70084- 

70571-0310 

7 0 m - 0 8 ~ 9  

70522-0170 

704341)940 

70422- 

71366.0318 

70361.5097 

7124 I a 0 3  68 

7051 1.0520 

71446. 

7643M587 

7IOS8-05ZO 

70767- 

71263. 

7077s-I910 

714830430 

7121 14180 

7w2i-03 ID 

(985) 7 8 ~ 2 8 9  

(225) 2224349 

(225) 869-5375 

(985)536-1106 

(337) 948-3657 

(337) 394.6261 

(337) 836-9651 

(985) 892-3216 

(98s) 748-7153 

(318) 76&3269 

(985) 876.7400 

(3 18) 3 58-97] 5 

(337) 893.3973 

(337) 239.340 1 

(985) 839-3436 

(J 18) 377-70S2 

( Z U j  343-8309 

(3 19) 428.7378 

(225) 6354891 

(318) 628-6936 

(318)3259601 

(98s) 735-1392 

(985)785-1023 

(225) 2224937 

(zu) a69-881~ 

(989 536.1 109 

(337) 942-0204 

(337) 394-6387 

(337) 836-3461 

(985) 898.3281 

(985) 1488587 

(318)766-3634 

(985) 872.0054 

(318) 368-3311 

(337) 898.0939 

(337)238-5777 

(985) 839-5464 

(318)377-4114 

(225) 387-2101 

(31 8 )  428-3775 

(US) 6359108 

(318) 618-2582 

(3 1 1) 323-2864 

(98s) 732-7510 
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